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By John J. Flalka
Washingion Star Stefl Writer

corting there is evidence Soviet
considering the possibil-
» “prolonged” nuclear ex-

in ¢ war with the West,
S'L‘r.funse grold Brown
“rzfinement”
nahc} that woulkd
50"“"‘:!\1’) rﬂ‘.osnly -1 the possible
moves d r\rr Such & war.
in at the Naval War Col-
1 Ne ;ﬂ ', R, Brown said
that “\:m are necessarily giving
greater attention to how a nuclear
war voh}n actually be fought by
both sides if deterrence fails.”

¥ stened t0 add that the

o e

; changes contained in Presi-
Directive 59, recenily
signed by President Certer, are npot
intendad to give the United States a
first sivike cex;}abﬂity 1o start a nv-

c).earwa .
Ratner, he said, the changes ~—
which ware not detailed — are de-

bx'/norl 1o convince the Seviets that
“no war ang no course of aggres-
sion by them that led to the use of
nuclear weapons — on any scale of
nd at any stage of conflict -—
cout? iéad to victory, however they
(the Soviets) may ¢efine victory.”
In the first public accounting of
the changes embodied in the presi-
dentiai directive, Brown said U.S.
strategies must be tailored to allow
the Uaited Stat s tc use nuclear
w"a ponry more “selectively.”
h 2 change, he said, would
wa*n the \ovwis that an exchange
ar any level of es scalation wonld
“the t*z'r s the Soviet lead-
aar 1o vaiue 051," things
vown defined as military and civil-
ian eomand and comrol strue-
tures, military targets and indus-
trial targets nesded to support a war
cffort.

As Brown described the new
icy, it is the old U.S. nuclear
deterrence — redesigned
it inore effective against
the enhanced Soviet nuclear capa-
bility now being put into place.

Brown called it “'a natural evolu-
tion" of U.S. strategic policies dat-
ing back to the early 1960s. “It
emphasizes the ¢ urvivab"li‘y of our
forces end it conveys to the Soviets

{See BROWN, Pg. 4)
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Star Wire Services

The United States for two years
has been secretly tlying piloted and
lmmunned tactical aircraft that are
virtually “invisible” to air defense
radar, infrared, electronic or acous-
ticai deiection, Armed For

The magazine said four or five
types of the “stealth™ aircraft, all
new designs, have been flown as
test models or prototypes, and a
strategic bomber version is on thas
drawing boards.

In its September edition, the
mosthly quoted delciise biiciats as
saying the new techniques used to
shield the aircraft from detection
“pretty much invalidate the whole
set of air defense systems existing
today.”

Pentagon officials said at least
one of the fighter plane types has
been tested in secret at Nellis Air
Force Base in Nevada. The plane
has an unusual shape and is con-
structed with special, radar-resist-
ant material.

Other officials, however, ex-
pressed skepticism over the
potential of this one type, developad
by the Lockheed Alreraft (‘o P
wa said that r“ three test planes
have cra c’ a-result of their
peculiars.my,.

2

The planes’ resistance to radar is
said to stein, in part, fromn its shape.
Extensive studies. according to offi-
cials, have shown that various parts
of aircraft, such ss engine \nlets
can be deswned to eliminate the
sharp corners that produce maxi-
munn radar reflections.

But they said the most important
key to reducing radar visibility has
been the development of special
materials applied to the metal
of the aircraft. Radar waves, acco
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By Charles W, Corddry
Washingion Bureau of The %un‘ -
ngion— —America's newly broademed nuclear
tated by the Soviet Union’s str ategic arms
belief that it eould win a nuclear
old Brown said yesterdny.
brought outeries from Moscow
i q—:se:@t for superiority, will reduse
t‘m da i miclear war, Mir,
Yar College in '~'ew-

vuildoy end its possi 3
war, Defense Secrotary H
The strategy, which
abont an arms race
rather than inc

HP f!ec sred his ju ljr'n';ez'.tt 2t there is 5o such thing an
the aim of United States
uade the Suviet leadership

hcy rmxst me {c

doe umf‘ut called Pm
al plans for these forces are b
clude a much more extensiva list of Soviat targels o
taliation in event of either z Mmited or gener al &»c, ;

clear attack.
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ihe mmde COUC(‘nlabL
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A Palicy Infended
To Discourage Russia

Following is a partial text of a
speech today by Defense Secretary

Hareld Brown to the Navy War Col-
lege graduating class in Newport,
RI:

. The overriding objective of
our strategic forces is to deter nu-
clear war. Deterrence requires
stabiiity. To achieve strategic nu-
clear stebility, three requirements
must be met:

First, we must have sir a\egxc nu-
clear forces that can absorb a Soviet
first strike and still retaliate with
devastating effects.

Second, we must meet our se-
curity requirements and maintain
an overrall strategic balance at the
lowest and most stable levels made
possible by cur own force planning
and by arms contro lag; eements.

Third, we must have a doctrine
and plans for the use of our forces if
they are needed that make clear to
the Soviets the hard reality that, by
any course leading to nuclear war,
they couid never gain an advantage
that wonld outweigh the unaccept-
abie price they would have te pay.

The ability of our forces to sur-
vive a surprise attack is the essence
of deterrence . . . But in the future,
Sovict miiitary programs could, at
least potentially, threaten the sur-
vivability of each component of our
strategic forces. ... We are re-
sponding to these current and fu-
ture threats by appropriately
strengthening our strategic nuclear
capabilities across the boards.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff continue
to consider the limitations imposed
inthe SALTI Trmty to be in our na-
tional security interest.

The  Soviet invasion  of

Afghanistan made it necessary, in
practical political terms, to defer
SALT I rn'mcaum wm}e we as-

tant to our naticnal security inter-
est..
Premdﬂm Carter has recently is-
sued an implementing directive ---
Presidential Directive No. 59 —
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‘.‘m,’mg Ut resiated
giving guidance fo i}
tion in our planni 18 and Sy slems
acquisition,

Obviously, the detsils of our plan.
nmg must remain a cl osely guarded
secret. Nonetheless, the basic prem-
ises of our policy can
licty without compro

security. In fact, it is ver)

onr national interest that our deter-
rence policy — and the
consequences of aggression — are
claarly understoed by iriend and
adversary alike.

. P.D. 59 is not a new strategic
doch'n i1 is not a radical dep?r—
ture from US. strategic poiicy over
ik st decade or so. in fact, a

-refinement, a codificaiion of previ-
ous statements of our strategic
policy. . .

In our amlvais and planning, we
are necessarily giving greater atten.
no:n to how a mxc“a‘* war would

actually be fught by both sides if

deterrence fails. . . .

By definition, successful dater-
rence means, among T things,

shaping Soviet views of wha

wou]rj mean — of w i
losses aggression would
must have forces, co
plans, and command and ¢
capa‘uumes that will ca
Soviet leadership that no war and
1o course of aggression by them
that led to use of nuclear weapons
— on any scale of attack and at any

ge of conilict — couid !ead o

th ry. Firmly <o

hat fundamental mlrh is the surest
rem aint against their being
tempied to aggression.

Op\ dnoﬂally our countervailing
strategy requires that our plans and

apabmues be structured to put
more stess on being abie to employ
strategic nuclear force sctively,
as well as by all-out r ation in re-
spense to massive attacks on the
United 8t

< dmhiu M\J"Q

sore inter med;?k i
sion, we could, by
but still less than
clear attacks, exact an
high price in the th
leaders appear to value most -— po-

liticai and m ary con iirol, rrilitury
force Yoth nuclear and conven
tienal, and the industrial capabil .ty
tosustainawar. . . .

.. The iun mental premises of
QU countery strategy are a
natirat e‘ olution of the conceptual
foundations tuilt over the course of
agene mhon, by,
14 McNa
0 name only twe of my led bes«
50TS who hiave been most xdannfled
with develspment of our nuclear
doctrine. . .. leadership and mili-
taz/conuol.. ..

This evoiution in our doctrine en-
hances deaterrence, and reduces the
likelibood of nucizer war. It does so
because — like our nuclear modern-
- it emphasizes
the survivability of our forces an
it conveys to °he Soviets that any or
all of the components of Soviet
power can be “tm*" in retaliation,
not only their ban-industrial
compiex.

- The Soviet leadership appears
to conum late at least the possibil-
ity of a rchm\ c‘y prolonged ex-
change if a war comes, and In seme

€ m least, “nev seem fx
sl possihiiity
. Wa caznot

afford to igncre the:

if we thiak differently, as I do. We
need 1o have, and we do have, a pos-
ture — both forees and doctring —
that makes it clear to the Soviets,
> world, that any noticn of
\'lLIO\) in nuciear war is uprealis-
tic..

This 1S not a first strike strategy.
We are taiking about what we could
and (depending on the nature of a
Soviet attack) would do in response
to a Soviet aitack. Nothing i the
policy confemplates that nuclear
war can be a deliberate instrument
of ucme'mg cur natienai cecuity
goals, because it cannot be. By
cannot afford the risk thet
Soviet leadership n
this jHusi
be an of

ev ED in the I"lk,‘ﬂ dangercus circom-

stances, we have no illusions about
what a

clear war would mean for
E 6.1t would be an unimagina-
ble catastrophe.. . .
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cloas I\Ld xlxc Lthd States
"* 9b n military and
1982 fiscal year
gins in 13 months. The
amount is about St billion.more
i srzabis now reced
anmbassedor  Ephraim
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